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ABSTRACT 4 ~
All sixth class pupils in 93 Irish prilary Bchools
were rated by their teachers as either having cr not having probleas
-related to literacy (in readinq or writing). Teacher% perceived 6.2%
of pupils as being unable to-'cope with everyday demands in reading,
wvhile 6.6% were perceived as unable to cope with everyday -demands in
"writing. A further 7% of pupils were perceived as being unable to

cope with the reading demands of postprimary schocling,-while 5.2%
vere perceived as being unable to cope with the writing demands of
postprimary schooling. Fifty—nine percent -of the pupils with :
disabjlities were perceived as having them in both reading and r
writing. Children with disabilities tended tc be clder than other ;
sixth class pupils, to sco;e considerably lower oh tests of verbal
reasoning and English attainment, and to be rated by their teachers

as lowver than other pupils on personal-social characteristjcs,
especially those related to school performpance. (Author) N
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Problems related to the acquisition by children of skills in

reading and writing have frequently been an object of concern in

B
\J ! A

. recent years -- in the media, among teachers and among members of the
4

’ggneraI public. Concern has been expresbed'about the effects of

reading and writing disakilities on both pupils" abilify to follow

" school courses and their bility to function in society. As far as

: . »
school-work is concerned, the problem probably achieved increased

visibility in this countryg;ith the transfer of an increasing"number

of pupils to post-primary school an¢;with,the-raising of the .

school—ledving age.

. Councern with problems 0{ literacy+is by no means new nor is ‘it

confined to this country In fact, our current problems are probably

small by comparison’ with those in'the, past and with those in

developing countrics. Howevef, contemporary westefnnsocietigs remain
v ) . )

conscious ot the fact'llwl their problems of literacy canot be

N

. . ,
regarded s lnconsidepable. While m@ssﬁuvutinn no doubt has

contributed: to the roduction vf such prob!ems, an Increase in the

information and s§mb64 processing requfi.remeiits of post-(vidustrial .

societies neans That higher ttandaras‘of‘liteyacy are vequired today

‘ than in the past i f one i to function satisfactorily in work ad ',

N "

e;erwiqy,life, Becides, it may be that providing literacy skiils for
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- : s, . . ’ . . : N ».
the relatively small _proportion of the population that remains .
) . ‘ . . ‘

illiterate under conditions qf mass education may be a different
and'more‘fq;ractgble problem than providing such;sﬁiils'for the .

general population. It is not arJeyS'appreciated‘that the modern
. : . e .
. . . N . , . .
expectation that nearlyﬁpyeryone should attain a hig vel of

reaqigg“skil¥; enabling them to draw inferential as well as directly

. Yoa

p stated information from texts, is a new development and poses .a 5
, . . . .

*unique challenge to contempé@ary societies aﬁdféducational systems (5).

. .

’//f What we have said igplies that the 1ev?A of literacy required/

. -
for functioning in society may vary. from time to-time and according .

.
' - >

- ) . ) l‘ - ' ~. A . . '
to. the demands of one's occupation. It is nat surprising then that
: ‘ . i".“,;‘“, o .
dtinittons ot literacy in the literature vary; a single definitio

wch wuﬁld apply to ‘all people of all ages in all-countries and at

all stages of economic develdpmeh&‘would not, be possible. 1In an

historical review, Resnick and Resnick (5) concluded that when the
& ;

standard of literacy set is rather low (e.g., to read aloud a simple

and wéll-knowh passage) onc.can expect @ high incidence of literacy,’
S 5 i '

while when the standard set i1s high 188 when one must be ablé to read

‘

S ¢ . . . L 4 S
unfamiliar texts and obtaln new infordation from them), relatively
1 N :

Ny

smaller numbers of ;"i:(eop!e :lltdi.ﬁ lifegacy. :
: 4
L4
Approaches to the definition and measurement of literacy miy be
categorized hroad |y under two head ings. Firstly, there are those

apﬁfoaches whieh focus on furctioning in daily life. Thus, for ...

( i
]

Y
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) . érample, in Britain, literacy had been defined ag'being"able_to

- read and write for érécticaiipﬁfpoSes of daily life' (GreqtlBritain?
Ministry of Education, 1950). "In the .United States, a réthﬁr similar

.

’ : _.‘definition was operétionalized in terms of éompeteﬁce ip“speéific
readiné tasks; for exémple, 'ta {ga& aﬁd.un&ersta#d all sgctions,ofl
| a ﬁé;gba;e;, w%ﬁﬁppgrticﬁlar emph;sis“on'the clasqified #nd
' advefﬁisement sectign;. t$ féad and};ndetétand yote; registrétiq&
‘ lin§tfucti5:s; " to read_lgbeié or’su;h"hous;hold items as.groceries,
+ ¢ /‘ . - N

recipes, medicine instructions; to read materials

necessary to
. ’ . v
- perform, jobs; to read personal letters, bills : (.cf 4).

‘

Side by side with such &cfinitionslbased'bn fgnctipning in
dgiiy ii?e, dducntkgpulzcr;teri; of liter;cy have also been widely
~used. The most~frequently gsed'grigéfiavq{ this kind have been
1ong£h'of cduca%iqn ;r performénce én stéhdard%zed tests. In most
. cages, the spandnrdizéd tegts have bacn‘ﬁnrmi?eferenced, and a score
befoew a certain ﬁeading-age (commonly seven &ears)'has‘beep used as

an index ot il iteracy.

- 5

o In'thisfqéper, we shall Joek af measuvés of Liceracy~that’cah
A N . * d
breadly be defined 3s both functional 3nd educational., Ouwr concern

is with the reading and writing abilities of children at the stage

XY

O
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' when théy are in their last year in-primary séhoolj] We asked

teachers of sixth standard ﬁhildreq gagéd 11} to 12} years) to

nomiﬁate.pupilp }n their Ela;s who were unlikely to be able to cope
. ,.: in their readigg.ana;writing (sequafely), fgrstly, with.;heveveryday
| demandéﬁdg our soéietj, and secéndly! with fhg»demand; of education
. in'a'pogt4primar;‘school, Cerfgin additibnal'informatfon was also

.

x available about the thildren--their performance on-standardizeds..
L.ﬁesés of ‘verbal ability aid attaipment in anlish; the type of schéolv.
) /. they were attending,itheir_socio-ecoqomic background and tatings of
' . ) ,
. aspects of their behaviour by teachers. ' ¢ .
) &~ R ' ’ ’ -
/ o
. .

On the basis of this information we propose to examine two issuel.
Firstly, what is the facidences of the four states of illiteracy as
L ' -~

perceived by teachers in the population of -sixth-class phpi}s in Irish
schools?  And secondly, how do children rated as ﬁk%iné~lithraéy

problems wompare with children not so. rated on a .number of persondl
T C e : o0
charagteristics: verbal ability, standardized test performance.in
i ] o ,.‘ . - v
\ Euglish, socivo-cconomie status and school-related and more general
r
. : ’ A < . A
personal-social clharacteristics? ’

S . ,
METHOD _ o e

tample

~

v ] K ’ f
The population ot Irish ndtjonal schools (excluding private,

., . . - : Y
Protestant, special aud owe-teacher schools) was eratlfl%d by

v

location (urban-town-ruial), size, sex composition and type of

U Y
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administration (religious—léx). Withih-eaﬂh Stf&lum, schools were
H ° : . A -
. r&hdomly selected. * Altogether 128 schools were selected, and these °.

were distributed 'across the seven sample strata as shown in Table 1.
. ’ :

?
,‘
) . . . N { . , ) .
s INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE™ 'y - S
s ) . i c N “ !
. . o . . l ' . N

The total number of national schools in the country in each of the
. [ ) . . . » . N
} categories represented in the sample is also shown in the table.
N ‘ )
" .

-
-

LN . IN
. \ In a previously compiled file of pupil information, 3,930
. . {

pupils from the schools where all pupils had been.rated by their own
\ - .

class teachers and had participated in a.testing programme in the

autumn of 1975 were located. Thes; form the base group for the pupil

analyses, Correct ages were avallable for 3 829 of these and ab111ty

test scores for 5 512, Because one group of schools did not take the
. : . .
English Lusts, dttdlnant test results in Engllsh were avallable for

(R only 2 %50 o{\}he puplls. Tedgher rdthgs of person uharacteri§tics

* - of pup&ls were on file for between 3,201 and- 3,218 pupils.
< B | ' .
r . v ) ) ) v P
\ » L ~ \ |
// Towards the end 'of the school year 1975-76, field workers were
instructed to ..k every._teacher of sixth ciasa pupils in the selected
sciools to complete 1 brief qucélinnnairb about standards of literécy
. in his/her classroom.- OF 214 “such teactiers in  he 126 schools
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. Wi B L . N
. which had sixth classe's, ratings were‘receivedAdiféctly"fgom 158, w
« ' . : .

that is about 74%. These teachers rated a tdtal of 4,736 pupils or '

. ~ X . . . R \* N . P
73%Z of the 6,524 pupils in the school sample. . . \

r

4 .. . . I ’ v

o7 : : ' v &
e ‘ , .. . . S e
-+, - For various apalyses reported 1n/:;::\bﬂaer, different subsets

1& of ‘the.total resﬁondent sample were used. One ‘such subset consisteﬁ
, i - ,
of the schools EB,Whicﬁ“ail pupils—were rated on litenyacy by-their
{ . r N : *
own class. teachers. There were’ 96 such schools (of the 112 responding)
13
§ 1

A in which 142 teachers/}ated some 4 199 puplls. Three of these schools

-

. Jere 1ncBuded Ln only a few analyses because the1r school t&pe was nat

. -
J

: . _— ™ " .

;ntendeg,to_be.xn‘the sample,. St111 further subsets con51sted of those
~ "-’ I4

pupils tor whom the various kinds of lnformatlon be51des the teacher-

v Eatings were available; this was so’'in analysées where individual’
. by . :

. : ) v .
puplils rather than schools were the focus ofi attention. -
- [ ‘s .
. > . R
r . ) ~ . . - . ' . ' { . - -
Instruments o \ .
s - . L. e . ‘
» * , v
M ~ . Lo

Literacy Questionnaire . vFhe therdEy Questionnaire was a document

[ 4 .
. . r . o oo,
2 ¢ .o . ~ . - . K
in which four lists of pupils' names were sought Irom teachers by
/ : ’. . . ) .
- directing them as tollowss, - .
) ; _ . R v .
. L 3w
4 '_:4 L B 'h ) .
Y ‘ >
1. .Pledse nawme the pupils in your ¢lass who, in your
X . e * . 4 ’
L7 ;f opinlon. if the§rmere to leave school new, ‘would not be
. ’ ) ) Fbte to eope uorh the everyday dgman%5 of our soc.crz
' - o
. ¢ %e) reading (e.g., read notwces, of fici] forms, newspapers)
¥ . .
ib) thweit in (c.g. , _wz?re letters, appl ncat:nons fo“r jobs).
: o “——_*FQ ' . .
14 r ~ o
- " -/ ) . . N
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' : .Y
2. Please name the ?uplls in your class who, in y?ur . o (
- Y . . 2 '
< ‘ . op1n1on, would not be able to, _cope w1th bhe demands
. N - s °© ’ '

, ‘ of\jeducation in’'a post-primary School: (a) " in reading

4

o

= .
. (e}g., read -text-books); (b) ,in wriging (e.gs, write
? N . *

\ L ‘e®

7 ' v essays). . > S L

. b R ®

1
3 '

¢ 7 . Standardized,tests The ‘ability test admlnlstered qps the

4

Drumcondra Verbal Reasonlng Test (2) and the test of attalnment'wasbthe'

N Drumcondra Engllsh Test, Level III Form/A (1) . Scores can be derived

5—:
¢ .

from the. attalnment test for readlng vocabulary, readlng comprehenSLOn,

. -
-Eotal reading (based on a combination oﬁ the vocabulary and comprehension

3 v ~ A

. . v > . . -, < . ° .

, subtest scores); language (measuring caplta?}zatlon, punc¢tuation, usage, ¢

i ) . N —_— -
and parts of speeeH),-and spelling’, . , v

’ s [ S . ? B -

L T ) :

. . z,

- » . - ' : -

Ratings of personal characteristics .of pupils Ratings on each
) .

pupil wege obtaipédy.on a Pupil Evaluation Fo%ﬁkcompleted‘by teachers.
. T “ . ' . <y ;

B > ' K . . e
Each_pugjl_was rited on a five-point scale (5 = very good, 4 = good, -

e =

: S ‘ : .- . )
= average, 2 = fairr,” 1 = poor) for the fOlLPWlng personal-social

\ P - ) o AN
! . - . . N I
charagteristigs: participation in cl&ss, behaviour in'schoel, personal
L - R ‘ . . . R \ '
Appearantesand dress, attent L $pan/concentration, persistence in

. . ol \ . /. .
& school work, keenneg, tu.get ca) spoeech/use of language, n€atness in
: N ' P .9 . . . . . -. ) E.
- gsthoul work, manners;pobfteness, gettlng along with other children,
Uorking.warh |1mﬁ+ed s&pervisipn, and atrengance. ~4eachcrs wore al so

8

. ' askgd to 1nd‘cafe.whut'knqd of posf‘prlmary scﬁbol they consndered
a R
would He.most 35;table<for each pupll ~ secondary, vocational , T A

.- -
[ , N *

O
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N - . - ’ o~
w : . . s’ '1 ’ N A . . .

R T L B | T B 8T e - \
. i : . RN N : '
-gpmprehensiVe -~ or whether~he/she felt it was still too soon to - - * -

N .
R .
1 . . . . *

< ‘:make such a judgement- Finall&ﬂ~the teacher *was as%ed:to stete:thé
- R ’ R ’ . < T
& 4 . ] . - LT ¢ . . ot L ... & ¢ .
. occupation -of ghe pupil's fatheqtoq‘guard1%n,;g1v1ng sufficient
’ - L -U”' ” o ’ < ) . . .
detail to enable classification of occupagional_ sta!ils;-to bé made..
1] . j‘ 3 " « LY . -
< - ' . & o RS
. ’ £ ’ 7 - .
"~ ., Procedute . . A A
~ § ) ~.
1 . > s - . il -~ - .

The abuiity and attalnment testsfwere admlnistered“to pupils

\& ¢ . v
-

\Rdurlng the Tirst three months .of the school year,‘1575 76 The testsl

R

were admlnlstered to the pupll; by thelr own teachers.~ Around the &

-

~

. _')same time, and before the results of the tests wetq’avaifﬁble to

/ ' S A . ..

te%chers, each heacper was asked 50 complete a Pupil Evalpaﬁ&gn Form <
- ) y - . oo Y
«for ea%p pupil}{n his/her class. The Liféracy Questionnaire was ¢
» given to geacheré éow ~ds_the end of the school yeéf by a fielJ wofkér;
N the qﬁestibnnaire'&as coméletedfin the brésence of the field wo;kef

. -

wh4 was avajlable to give assistance in interpretation.’
. N >

. Y_ ~>t'.“’ . ’ ’ -n T > IS
T . A -
. R - wcmmer\ OF - ILLITERAéY o .
s R " ) ” o",‘) o
) § - . 'y .
‘\' P "Since the svhunL wils thv b(ﬁpllnp unit 1n the study, Lt ‘was r

,dppruprldtc tu dse a sghool lvVeL vn?la?1e as a measure of thc 1ncxdonce

or frequency of Occur;cncc of cach of the forms of illitermy. ;}
- ’ > ' S N ' )
Phe wmeasnre ased das,the proportion of all pupils in the eachool who
. ’ M L d . ’ ' ~—
\ I were naned by the raterfs) as havinp cach of the four literacy probl ems
AN . ¢ ) ‘
P /x dehned in the f‘:ferac} quésrl'nmaJ re. Rupi:gp_who Were ratred as having -
i g < 5o ! ..
. N * ' 4 :
. - . - «; ' 1 . A ‘[: . ,", ‘
» Ty e R . ® - . -

O
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) N . . ¢ N
¢ v s “ -
? i 1 PR ¢ ~..
H » N
Y A . , . 1) . Kl ;"# (‘.
- T a problem with readlng for general purposes w/;e not counted again :
L ast%aving a, proQ}em withireading for further. schogling; " it was agsumed -
. 'd . .
L
~. that the former probgem would lssiude the lattet. The same pr1nc1g§e.
z . v

v

;was gdplled 3p the case of wrltlng for general purposes. T;;,ﬁ%gig’ ,

_flgures entefing into calculatlons of the freqiency of occurrence of’

- - b -~ Yy -
PN each of the four 11teracy problems wqu;(;herefore, four overalf : ’ .
. . i b ] . R 4 A - . '4 . .
) o '“chool'propqrtldns, o . 3 : : , »
- ‘8 s ’ ~ L - X vv 7" .
i . R ‘ - / B 3 . ) ) . R i )
e . \~‘ N o . ’
& Certain'schooLs were equdded from the aaglysis. As indicated
Vs : ~ '
. . . 1 .
’ above, unless the rdtlngs were made by a cClass teagher they were ! .
. .. - v A

- - ’ 4 “’/

excluded. Furthermore,‘ln some Tity and‘town schools (N: 11), 1arge~L l;/r

enough ‘to have more\vuan One Slxth class, not all of the,glxth.class

>

' teachers comp&eted t he questlonna?fq. Slnce we had nv way of know1ng

- - - ~ .

whetlje} the classes ratéd were typicai of . the school asla whole, it

. -

4
.

~t

X N . , . ‘
o " was ‘again not possible to pool the proportions forfthese-—elassés with
’ . 2 .
’ / B . > . P » . I
\ those representing entire schools.* ' . : ) ‘.
‘ B = ‘,‘ L [
.t . o/ : H
1) - ©

Because of the widely differing degrees of representation.in the

e ) o t’\ ) . - - .
¢ samp Lt of &yc population of schools in each category, it wasfnecessary
. . J

to weight the category means when obtaining the overall mean. .
=

- ¥

th wcxght applied was Lomputed by d1v1d1ng>the prdportlon in thg

sample.ol s;honls in that attgory whosg respongﬁs met thh crxterla
Loy '

(qlllnuﬁ$~.rlt:g,by « lass [LdLerS) and whose proportlons, thgrqfore, o

ewere i buded in Lhe catepory meaa.  Welphts VullLd frofi 146 fox town
pirds’ schools which werce over-repregented in the sample as i whole
~ ‘
te .37¢ Fov rural mixod scbocis which were under-representoed. ‘Y
. 4
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e = ! . . A : -
e . . . A
) T . - . "\-\/. s
2 . ‘ ’ ’ . »
y -; . . . . /‘ L. \ .
Results’ : . / ' i
f \ ‘ i . C v / v .
) 'S . ) N . . . / :
> , - - N ) , . —

- ' . | R
- The mean proportions across gchliools offpupils judged as_hav1qg\

- . .

‘.gach\of gpe.préglems with 1iteracy_deséribe;_jn the questionnaire.are.

K}

. . . N » B . . N
reported in Table 2. Means are reported separately for‘%ach category -
N . -of school. Overall means, both unweighted and weighted are given,.
! - . x E ' . R . ' )
, ' . . »” : ¥ .
. K { / ’ I . : ’ - ’ .".

{ . ; - - L o
. - . @ : .

-
. . . LY o : .
. . INSERT TABLE 2 AB_OU/T(}L:RE.' e - . ¥
: .. ’ ¢ ’ / A\l o
- along-with the 95% confidence intervals'for the weighted means.

I3

’ . T S ' o o >

.

,' The figures-indicate that we should expect about 6.2% of the
. Vs R 7 P

[ e .

pupils ima randgmly‘se(écted school in the country to be rated
' S - - : o B
" by their teachers as experiencing the degree of diff{cﬁlty with

.

4 - - . " . » q‘
* Feadingldcsgribed as 'inability .to cope with everyday demands'.
Because of sampling errors this figure may be as low as 3.8% or as.
F B g ,may . 3

~
~ - ]

high as B.QX@ but it is gnlfkcly (only—5chances in‘100) that it -
Jalls 9ucs;uu this, rgnge.  Mean pérccntugg& for schools grouped by, .

J\ tocation range from & "7 for city boys' schools and town girls' 7
N :
\ - ‘ "

: Lo ) \
schools to 8.47, tor rural girls' schools.
- - - - !

-~ 2 »

O
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/s ) / ’ N N '
o . .
. . —

.

R . : C ' s b )7 . ' . DR
- The figures‘in‘tte‘case_of.inability‘to»COpe with the demands
‘ ) _;; K y ‘. ',‘. CTLL i . : ) ‘- . &\‘ .‘.
. for writing in Society are -a‘little higher than in the case of readlqgj

’

. 6.6% (almost certa}ﬁly:not Iesé'tﬁan_dz.qr more than 9%) of sixth class

. ) ) (S o ) &
.pupils in a randomly,seEﬁcted school in tAe country would be exﬁ%pted
' --to be judged byltheir teachers-as-being unable to cope with gocietal
Lo "‘ Lo : . . . - ‘ .
demapds\{or writing if they were to end. their schooling with their

-~

« _turrent

ar. _ The lowest percentage, 4.8, is reported for city tboys'

v

v

" 'schoolsy and the highest, 8.7, tor town boys' ‘schools.

~ : . » .

. . .
N - - ’ . ) - - {
. . \ o - . i
- - B .

. [ 2. L .
) A e & . . - N .
s . ‘As far as readlng and writing in the context of furxhe?/schoollng
- v . .
is concerned, for schools on the whole; 7% is a realistic expectation

}- -
of the number of sixkh cTass pupils who, although they can read well

enough to get on in Weneral, would be judged to have problems with

~

, "m\reuding as a tool tor further learning; 5.4 and 8.6% are reasonable

~

lower and upper bounds for this expectation, taking account of sampling

errors. City and town schools are highly consistent in judging 4.5

to 6.0/ ot their pupils as being unable to cope with the réading demands

‘
Ee

of turther schooling. - Rural schools vary widely, with boys' schools
L) @ 0 *
Boaving e nighest proportions of such puplls —-= an averiage bi 9,37,
N : Py
, .

Somewhiat jower proportions of pupils are generally judged To be
del fment  Lone ety dn o the writiog Skills réquires tor pOSL~pY vy

sc nool vp, than Al L uled to b s dn the raading skille. On average,
*

~
A

schools cowld be expectea € nav> abof™ 5,\;\ (a l\mosr aevthy T‘\.H-y not”

)

(3

O
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less than 3.6 or more than 6.8%) of their sixth class,pupils judged

by teachers to bﬁ lacking in the writing skills requiféd fozipbst—prxmary
. ° . ‘ 5 - e . -

schooling, although théy are judged to be able to write well enough to

f~, , get on in .ordinary daily life. City boys' schools and rural girls"

) . -

) . - . N ) . ) . \"\
schools report a low incidence of this problem, 1.3 and 1.72, respectively,.

The'hiéhest means, 5.5 and 5.77 come from town boys' and rural mixed

.

) ’ . v 3
\ schools, respectlvelypé; !

CORRELATES OF  ILLITERACY

The tocus of the sccond section of this investigation is on a
comparison between pupils rated as having literacy problems and those
not so rated in-terms of standardized rest performance and pers.nal-social

characteristics. For these comparisons, there is a change in the unit of

. . . . Al
analysts trom the school to the individual pupil.

To Compare the characteristics ol pupils considered by teachers.

- to bave literacy plnblcms: the mean value for pupils who were rated as
. baving b of the four literacy probleme was compured with the mean

Valuf for papiis nol so rated on a numbev of var.dphles. Thc varitables

con-vhicl coamirisons were made were the pvp{ul's age in wont by
(on \5 Octoher 1975), the pupi I's raw score onh the sub-tests of the
Drumcondra English Tests LeveA T, the pupil’s standard scove on the

Drwncondra Yarbal Reasmnng TesT’ Qnd The haTsngsg of the pupil by C/

”

fe : '

E

Q ’ )
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¢ .1 . ;. .
teacher on twelve personal-social characteristics. Average ratings - -

‘were ea\lcula.ted for two subsets of these twelve characteristics; E -
~ s . ‘ ‘ .
‘ \k . : e, . TR .
3 . elght were regarded as constituting a school characteristics index

and {four as contributing to a general’ characteristics index.

~ >

]
.o . o

In addition, information on two gz{screte personal-social
. Ve

, J -

variables was available. One was/t/he occupational status of the
A - o e ’

pupil's'fatherj the other was the type.of post-primary school which
was considered to be most suitable for, pupils by their sixth class
teacher. Pupils in each literacy problem area were categorized on the
basis of these variablbs. .
'l"
: Lt . o RN
Finally, the extent to which reading and writing bandicaps, ‘at
N - & .

. cach of the levels described, were related to each other was determined -

by classiiying apd*ounting the pupils who had been rated as having tl{le
| , 5 gt

- ; : L .o R ' .
veading proflem onty, as having the writing problem only,.and as having

both problems,

) Rusulis
. he results from the galcularions of the meats of agu, test scores,
"fg. o' persunak—soc; al ratings ‘ot Fupi Is who were and w«;xc not identitied
a5 having each lin-x&.y Problem are present e in‘\;able,Q. The num}»ers o'F'
cages involved in edeh Comparison differ becawse Yest and ratim
informaTion was not available for all pupi ls,

&

7

O
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INSERT TABLE .3 ABOUT HERE , ‘

' ‘ .
> . .

As far as age is concerned,.children who have reading and - W '

writing difficulties are older -than their classmates -- By five to six

—

months in the case of severe difficulties (i.e., for everyday purposes)’
E)

and by about three months in the case of the less severe difficulties

(i.ew, for post-primary schooling). This age difference probably
: . 9 . o
L reflects a higher incidence of retention among the poorer readers and *

+
writers. -

{

LY

Not unexpectedly, markedly low mean attainment test scores

*

were found among the pupils with reading and writing problems. While
the mean svore ot the eatire group of pupils was close to the

standdrdiczation mean (aud so near the SOth percentile), pupils with
Lditticulties In reading tur everyday purposes had means around the \1

’ : to 12th percentiles of the original distributions. Pupils with problems

tnowriting tor everyday purposes had slightly higher means on the

-

. \
ACaiument test scores (near the 12-14Lh pergentiles), while pupils
with witder dusfeiencies it rewding oid writing scored near The

- ~

18-20th percentiles. \ﬁ C

. ' ,, e )
. € -7 R
. On the Drumcondra Verbal Reaso ing Test, pupils”ﬁﬁth\severé reading

and writing skill deficits had a

fandard. score of 81 or 82; those.

with more moderate deficits had a standard score of 90 to 91.
3 . i ’

E‘_ ” E. : v o ‘ | lbu

- . o
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.On seven of the twelve personal-social ratingd, pupils with
-

{ the more serious reading and writing difficulties had mean scores

. ' . of almost exactly 2 (= fair) while their classmates"ayérage ratings

- Qere’éb0ut 3.5 (i.e., average toygood); these

B

traits were participation
~

o N { s .

* in class, attention and concentration, persistence in school werk,

keenness to get on, neatness fﬂ»SChOOI work, workiﬁg withlliﬁited
supervision, and speecﬁ. Six of these characteriSticgrﬁere ﬁrém the
*group)considered‘schouk-related, and the sevgn}h, speéch; os;izusly
/“' : has a Bigher éognitive component than the othér.thrqb‘innthe'general

'
\

charactgristics category. For behaviour in class, attendance, personal
appearance ‘and dress, manners and politeness, and ge{tihg along .with

FEE T . ’ . .
. other‘cﬁildren, the most seriously Randicapped pupils averaged scores |,

of 3 to 3.5 (averagé or better), but their classmates w};hout comparable

Leaﬁing and writing problems scored 4 (= good) or slightly highér

2
. S
\ . Y b

.o on these traits. : v -

v . . . - 4 ’
An glmost identical patgc;nmecfgzred for the less severély

N .
+
X v 2

Lo ) . 174
detlerent Jreade wiiters. In"these casesj however, the means
tor the vuedl hehaviours wer. somewhat higher than.in the case of the

more hdﬂdirappéd rchefs and writers though still nb§>es high as for
~ Y’

pupils who were not h%hymlLu have literacy problems. \

a

«l }“
|

- ' | The,(ylaLiunshipthtwccn the incidence of reading and writing
- skill‘dvfirigﬁyios JAJ the Oecupatignal status of tathers is shown
+ . in Table 4. The numbgr of pupils who had fathers in professional/
{ i :
\ ) .
£ ' o
L) \i .
‘ v 1 [ 4 .
. ' ' s
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-mana%erial'or white collar jobs was low among the handicapped
"y : . =~ .

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE -

n

/, - T ’ ’ . N l\ N

4 ) N

«eqdcrs and writers. 'childﬁen of skilled and unskilled worke#s, on

-
¢ . v

the other hand, appeared in each of the problem type cgtegories.with
.roughly the same frequency as tﬂey do in the rest of the pupil sample,

. - T . : : §
with a few exceptious. - There wﬁs a slightly higher incidence of .

moderate reading disability among children of skilled workers and

i

&

unskilled workers, of severe writing disability among children of
. - : ¢ /

unskilled wofkcrs, and of moderate reading 4nd writing disabilities
v of * e ! '

among the children of tarmers of small ac}eage.‘ There was, on the
other hand, a slightly lower incidence ot moderate writing problems

amonyg children of farmers of large acreage. The most ' 'rtling
»

incidence ol handicap was cported, for children ot /ho were

“
-

unemployed, tavalided or dead or who8e occupations we. it reported

g v Wi '
or ot reported acearatedy by the olass teachers;  tar Higher percentages
. . : o

. L s , 4 : .
ol these Ppuplle halF severe and mouerate handicaps in reading and in
. L. - . . . . .
writing than their membership in the total group would have led one to
expect.

. -

Sixth class teachers'’ judgements about the most suitable kind
of post-prfmary school for pupi1§ with the varyihg degiges oflreading
and writing disability and with ho disability are shown in Table 5.

. d '

. . ) & . ’
. U : . 7 ’
o | '
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While, ip general, teachers recommended that about 50% of pupils

should go to secondary school, 257 to vocational school and 20% '

v

- |

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

4
NS

to comprehensive school, few pupils (4.2 to 9%) who were perceived
as having reading and writing problems were regarded as”suitabke for

secondary Achooling. " A large number of such pupils (577to 622) were,

however, regarded as suitable for vocational schooling. Tor a

9
-

relatively large number -of pupils with literacy problems (16 to 25%)
-, )

» ¢

N . . . N
teachers were unsure what kind of v t=p0 fpary school would be uost
B a .
suitab¥e. It was only .ve schools, that
& .
teachers' recommendations dia take reading disability into

agdount , though cven here ther. was a tendency not to recommend such
I

~a school tor pupils who were perceived as likely to have difficulties

In post-primary schools,

s
) 7
; .

The final relationship to be. considered is that\between having
reading difficulty and having writing difficulty at &ach of the two .
levels, everyday,use and further schooling. Of the pupils ratedcas
having a reading handicap thch would leave them unable to cope with

S



/
{
1
- r

the demands of eVeryddyllifé, 65%&were~also’reported to have a
writing handicap; 227 were judgedhﬁo have ornly-a writing handicap

and 137 to have only a reading handicap. Among pupils judged to -
s .
have a reading or a writing handicap in coping with the demands of

post-primary schooling, 527 were reported to have both haﬁdicaps,
R : . 4 -

387 to have only thequgding handicap, and 9% to have only the
- ~ ! . ) -

4

writing handicap, T ;' .
" DISCUSSION 'w
Our findings indicate that the aue percentage of sixth
standard . per school rated by teaehers as being unable to cope

. £
life is about 6Z. A further 1%

X

with the reading demands of everyday
are regarded as unable to réad well enough to cope with the demands

of post-primary schoul. Thé corresponding figures for writing are

: 2
6.6 and 5.0, [t we assume that pupils who are unable to cope with

everyday .lemand- would 4150 be unable to cope with the demands of

post-primary school and 1t all pupils in‘siﬁih classes ‘transfer . to

such schools, then we would expect that thettypjcal primary school

considers 13.2% of pupils going to post-primary school as unable to
3 2 (

cope with the reading demands of the school and 11.8% as unable to

égbe with the -writiag demands of the school. The problem, obviously,

~is not an insigihificant one for post-primary schools.

\
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Aé Sne would expect, there is COnSidegable overlap.between
v( . J

-
-

puplls with readlng and writing d1sab111t1es. &Fifty-nine péf cent .

B /

:of the pupils with dlsdbllltles have them inboth tﬁe -area of readmng

- L
‘ ,£i$b S T
and writing;. 254 ave only a reading problem while kbz have a writing

NS -

v - i o »

problem only: : ) L, ' S

o ¢ . . N U 3 :
Qur data on the characteristics of poor readers ‘and writers can

T

’ . L. . . %
hardly be regarded as vy surprising.. Such children tend to be older
. o . % o -

than othe:r «hildren in their class, while theiri§érbal reasqning scores

P . =
{ . - - . 7 4
and their scores on standardlzed tests of English attalnment are
i

considen Jbly below average. On ratings of thelr personal*social

'

characteristics by teachers, pup1ls w?!h learnlng J&bablllties score

-
considcrably lower than other children; than is paqtlcularly so for

chargcteristios that are vlus&ly’ruygtcd to scholastic performance, such

Y4 .

gy concentration, persistence and use-of language. Tt is worth noting
that for social characteristics, such as mannérs, class behaviour and

- ' & . :
gttting onowitie other chiildren, the v vatings, while stil] lower than -

thoke for other children, are closer than in the case of more
school-related characteristics. Problems as§ociated with literacy,

as has been found ig mény o%her studies (6) are related to social class

: membershipv These findings on correlates of-the prob]ém of’1iteracy

"serve to underline its complexity. Obv1ous1y tﬁe prob]em does not

-
occur in isolation, but res1des,1n»aucomp1ex network of persona] and

social factors. - - \

~

“*

. : <. . -

a
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- < AR Do L e
Y In conclusion, 'dbur findings that teachers perceive problems.of -
, . . - s . - . 9 v ~

. ) ‘,. . . ’e 1“3, ‘ ., CoL ) " - . »
_literacy to the extent documented in this report, gonfirm mich of the
- DS . . - . . i . .

. - réoﬁéérn“that;has'beén expressed about these probleﬁ|.;rom a vartety

- . .
, vaj'of,sodrcgs\in recent years. Our qéta'ihdicate somethinilof‘the:' -
pbmplexity of the ptqblem though they do 1iét1e/£; unravel it: | !f“
s N v v . : : . \ .
o .Wh;}é\}t,is normal, and sometimes platitudinoué, to end research a
- ;“irlpdrtéfby indica;ing phqﬂnqu‘fof_furghe; resea;ch, the sgriousness
of the problem under-éonéideratidn,’together with oﬁ;lpresent le;el of
knowledge about it, indicates that in this casé, faﬁlure to make suéh
. . 4 .
9’5 a }ecémmeqdatiun‘would be a serious omiésion.‘,Too many teacher§ haves
. ,gtruggled with the problem for too long, and there is no evidence‘that

3

. : . . . . ) " . ar ; .
( simplistic solutions wil] do much to solve it in the futuref Despite
¢ ) . . 3 . 51 /
the best efforts of a great Qaqy“teachers, the problem remains and is

e

. .7 . . o . ) .
likely to remain in the future. It seems clear that until we achieve -

1
2

' ~ ST | s
- a greater understanding of pgeblems related to learping ta read —-
- . ? -

which understanding ultimately depends on the availability of more

{ -
fesearch cvid?n(v -~ a large number of teachers and pupils are’condemned
. o S @
fo continue with thé&it pegent inadequate eitorts to cope wilh such
. e X
.-
; problems. ! :
v S . e
(o . t
.
¢
= -
i F i3
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o
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FOOTNOTE  (pe6)

.‘\
i

. ve .

0

9 ’ . - »

’ ! ) -~ . . ? N . k3 >
*In a'number of cases, oné ﬁleldeOrker obta;qed,raxlngs from principal

- A -.}

teachers or "from a remed1a1 {eachen, Lnstead of from class teafhers.

) : b

An addxtlonal 14 teachers were represented by such ratlngs, bring the ‘¢

- , o

‘total .percentage. of piasses rateqzto 80%. Altogethgr, 529 pupils weré

¢ e

. o) ’

rdtéd‘by their prihcipulléf remedial Leacher, brlnglng the total of puplls

rated to 817 of

confined to ratings made by class teachers, sincé we qiphot be sure that’
. ». -

re

'
o L. .
>

the entire pupil Samplu. Our reponﬁed analyses w111 be .

. o

. ) . «
other teachetrs who rated, children used the same standard of judgement as:

the class teacher.

FOOTNOTE  (p.9)

~s

.

e [ . ) o . A -
*In schodls where the puplls ‘were rated by the principal or remedial teacher,

4 tar smaller proportion of the pupils were considered td have the reading

problem under discussion.  The mean proportions in schools'wh&re only some of

7

the classes wére rated-differ from those of other schoots in their categories

aruite markedly

from dit ferences

LS

. . . £ ¢
) . \ . r. . . . .
e.¢., average or typical classes n some, schools and/a lower ability class in

and in difterent directionsg These varidtions probably spring

-
. .

in the characteristics of the part£Cu1ar classes rated,

s
'

' . ' . . -‘/ . A d ¢ .
others; _they justity owr Mot vnciltding such schools i the overiall means.

N - N . . .
‘

-
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, f One of these schools had no sixth standard clas'sandlcouf'd nol, therefore, respond.

9 Schools it whichthe prindlpalor remedial teacher raed a sixth class pupls ’

b The aumber of teacher represeated by a principl o remeial eacher's having rated ol sixth<lass pupilsin schools
" 1 The aumberof sixth <las pupilsrated by a prinipel o remedtal teache instead of by their class teacher,
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Teacher Judgement of Most Suitable Type of Post-primary School for Pupils Rated E
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